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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 6, 8, & 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wang (U.S. Patent No.: 6,724,722). 

Referring to claim 1, Wang teaches: C which is a node which groonns signals from A or cUent 
into a high capacity signal per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. C has an interface which is 
coupled via link CD or high capacity trunk and then connected through D to another high 
capacity trunk DF to F which is an edge node or type 1 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. 
C has another interface which is directly coupled to a non-edge node E or type 2 node via link 
CE or second high capacity trunk. The traffic is split over the two routes which the examiner 
interprets as wherein only a portion of those low capacity client signals destined for the F or type 
1 node are groomed into the high capacity trunk to E or type 2 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 
33-56. 

Wang does not expressly call for: first high capacity trunk CF (represent by links CDF) directly 
coupling to F or type 1 node with C. 

Wang teaches: an extra node D which is between nodes C and node F (type 1 node) per Fig 1 . 
The examiner has interpreted nodes D and E as an repeater nodes or type 2 nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to delete 
node D (repeater node) between nodes C & F because the distance between C & F is short 
enough that a repeater is not required; therefore, C would be directly coupled to F or type 1 node 
via first high capacity trunk. 

Referring to claim 3, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 1. 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the type two node is high traffic node. 

The appUcant broadly claims a "wherein the type 2 node as a high traffic node". It would have 
been obvious design choice to send more traffic through E or type 2 node because there is more 
link capacity available or in other words make it a high traffic type 2 node. 
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Referring to claim 6, Wang teaches: Node C is an apparatus for selectively grooming signals 
from A or client per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. C is coupled directly to a non-edge node E 
or type 2 node via link CE or second high capacity trunk. C is also coupled to link CD or high 
capacity which is connected to non-edge node D which is connected to DF which is also a high 
capacity trunk to F (type 1 node) which is an edge node per Fig 1 or per col 5 lines 33-56. 
The traffic is split over the two routes which the examiner interprets as only a portion of the 
client signals destined for the F or type 1 node are groomed into the high capacity trunk to E or 
type 2 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. 

Wang does not expressly call for: first high capacity trunk CF (represent by links CDF) directly 
coupling to F or type 1 node with C. 

Wang teaches: an extra node D which is between nodes C and node F (type 1 node) per Fig 1. 
The examiner has interpreted nodes D and E as an repeater nodes or type 2 nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to delete 
node D (repeater node) between nodes C & F because the distance between C & F is short 
enough that a repeater is not required; therefore, C would be directly coupled to F or type 1 node 
via first high capacity trunk. 

Referring to claim 8, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 6. 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the first node is a low traffic node and the second 
node is a high traflSc node. 

The applicant broadly claims a "first node is a low traffic and the 2^^ node as a high traffic 
node". It would have been obvious design choice to send more traffic through E or type 2 node 
because there is more link capacity available or in other words make it a high traffic type 2 node 
and less traffic to F. 

Referring to claim 14, Wang teaches: Node C performs the method per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 
33-56. Node C receives signals from A or low capacity client signals per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 
33-56. Node C splits the traffic over the two routes which the examiner interprets as selectively 
grooming a portion of the received low capacity client signals into a high capacity trunk for 
transmission to the F or type 1 node and transmitting others of the low capacity client signals 
over link CE or directly coupled via second high capacity trunk to E (2^ type of node) wherein 
the traffic is split over the two routes which the examiner interprets as others of the low capacity 
signals transmitted over the other high capacity trunk comprise low capacity client signals 
destined for the F or type 1 node are groomed into the high capacity trunk to E (type 2 node). 
The first high capacity trunk goes via links CDF per Fig 1 or per col 5 hues 33-56. 
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Wang does not expressly call for: first high capacity trunk CF (represent by links CDF) directly 
couphng to F or type 1 node with C. 

Wang teaches: an extra node D which is between nodes C and node F (type 1 node) per Fig 1. 
The examiner has interpreted nodes D and E repeater nodes or type 2 nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to delete 
node D (repeater node) between nodes C & F because the distance between C & F via links CDF 
is short enough that a repeater is not required; therefore, C would be directly coupled to F or type 
1 node via first high capacity trunk. 

3. Claims 4, 9, 17, & 18 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wang (U.S. Patent No: 6,724,722) in view of the appUcant's specification admitted prior art. 
Referring to claim 4, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 1 . 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the type one node is a cable station and the type two 
node is a central office. 

The applicant's specification that a CO can pass traffic and that the CS acts as device in the 
branch to spht traffic out per Pg 3 line 5-Pg 4 line 5. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to call F 
or type 1 node a cable station because it performs receiving split traffic or function of a cable 
station and the E node or type 1 node pass data through or performs the function of the CO. 

Referring to claim 9, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 6. 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the type one node is a cable station and the type two 
node is a central office. 

The applicant's specification that a CO can pass traffic and that the CS acts as device in the 
branch to split traffic out per Pg 3 line 5-Pg 4 hne 5. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to call F 
or type 1 node a cable station because it performs receiving split traffic or function of a cable 
station and the E node or type 1 node pass data through or performs the function of the CO. 

Referring to claim 17, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 14. 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the type two node is a cable station and the type one 
node is a central office. 
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The applicant's specification wherein the type two node is a cable station and the type one node 
is a central office per Pg 3 Une 5-Pg 4 line 5. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention wherein 
the type two node is a cable station and the type one node is a central office because according to 
applicant it is well known in the art. 

Referring to claim 18, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 14. 

Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the second type of node is a low traffic node and the 
first type of node is a high traffic node. 

The applicant's specification teaches wherein the second type of node is a low traffic node and 
the first type of node is a high traffic node. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention wherein 
wherein the second type of node is a low traffic node and the first type of node is a high traffic 
node because according to appUcant it is well known in the art. 

4. Claims 5, 10, & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang 

(U.S. Patent No: 6,724,722) in view of the Tyrrell (U.S. Patent No.: 5,185,736) 

Referring to claim 5, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 1. 
Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the low capacity client signals comprise 
plesiochronous digital hierarchy signals and the high capacity signal comprise a synchronous 
transport mode signal 

Tyrrell teaches: converting client signals fi"om synchronous to pleischronous digital hierarchy 
signal and the high capacity signal comprise a synchronous transport mode signal per Fig 7. 

It would have been obvious to add the conversion of Tyrrell to the network the apparatus of 
Wang in order to cost effectively convert the chent signals. 

Referring to claim 10, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 6. 
Wang does not expressly call for: wherein the low capacity client signals comprise 
plesiochronous digital hierarchy signals and the high capacity signal comprise a synchronous 
transport mode signal 

Tyrrell teaches: converting chent signals from synchronous to pleischronous digital hierarchy 
signal and the high capacity signal comprise a synchronous transport mode signal per Fig 7. 
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It would have been obvious to add the conversion of Tyrrell to the network the apparatus of 
Wang in order to cost effectively convert the cUent signals. 

Referring to claim 15, Wang teaches the method of claim 14, 

Wang does not expressly call for wherein the low capacity client signals and the high capacity 
trunk supports a synchronous transport module signal 

Tyrrell teaches: converting cHent signals from synchronous to pleischronous digital hierarchy 
signal and the high capacity signal comprise a synchronous transport mode signal per Fig 7. 

It would have been obvious to add the conversion of Tyrrell to the network the apparatus of 
Wang in order to cost effectively convert the chent signals. 

5. Claims 19 & 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang 

(U.S. Patent No: 6,724,722) in view of Dravida (U.S. Patent No.: 5,253,248) 

Referring to claim 19, Wang teaches the apparatus of claim 1 wherein grooming of the portion of 
those low capacity client signals destined for F which is a type 1 node is being performed by C 
which is also a type 1 node and a portion of the traffic is being via a second high capacity trunk 
which is a type 2 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. 

Wang does note expressly call for determining the amount of traffic split based upon a threshold. 

Dravida teaches: determining the amount of traffic spUt based upon a threshold per col. 3 lines 
10-45, 

It would have been obvious to add the thresholding of traffic of Dravida to the apparatus of 
Wang in order to prevent route oscillations. 

Referring to claim 20, the combination of Wang and Dravida teaches: the apparatus of claim 
land the type one nodes. 

The combination does not expressly call for: if said amount of traffic between said type one node 
and said another type one node exceeds said threshold provisioning at least one additional trunk 
between said another type one node and said type one node. 

Dravida teaches: adding an additional route when the congestion exceeds a threshold which the 
examiner interprets provisioning at least one additional trunk between said another type one node 
and said type one node per col. 3 lines 10-45. 

It would have been obvious to add the thresholding of traffic of Dravida to the apparatus of 
Wang in order to prevent route oscillations. 
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Claim Objections 

6. Claims 1, 3-6, 8-10, 17, and 19-20 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Referring to claims 1 & 6, the examiner objects to the fact that there are two high capacity trunks 
in the claim and they are both referred to as high capacity trunks and they are different high 
capacity trunks. The examiner suggests amending the claim 1 to "A node for grooming low 
capacity client signals into a high capacity signal comprising: an interface to a high capacity 
trunk for directly coupling to a type one node and a second interface to a 2^^ high capacity trunk 
for directly coupling to a type two node; wherein only a portion of those low capacity client 
signals destined for the type one node are groomed into the high capacity trunk to the type two 
node. The examiner suggests amending claim 6 to "An apparatus for performing selective 
grooming of client signals, the apparatus comprising: a node coupled (a) directly to a first node 
via a 1^^ high capacity trunk , and (b) to second node via a 2°** high capacity trunk such that only 
a portion of the client signals destined for the first node are groomed into the 2nd high capacity 
trunk to the second node 

Referring to claims 4, 9, & 17, the examiner objects to the usage of cable station in the claims 
because the appUcant has admitted in the arguments dated 2/20/05 in response to the claim 
objections that the cable station shown in Figs 1-3 and Figs 4, 5, & 7 have different capabilities. 
How does not determine the metes and bounds of claims 4, 9, & 17 when cable station in these 
claims has different meanings. The examiner recommends that the applicant amend the claims 
to designate which cable station the claim is talking about. 

Referring to claims 4, 9, & 17, the examiner believes that the apphcant reference to the cable 
station is repugnant to the art and therefore objects to this claimed limitations. In the appKcant 
specification that is admitted prior art the appUcant defines a cable station as associated with a 
branch unit which has the ability to simply switch Fibers within a cable bundle the examiner per 
Pg 3 line 5 through Pg 4 line 18. In Figures 7-8 of the specification the applicant defines the 
cable station as having capabilities of an add drop multiplexer can split Els between central 
offices. The appUcant has defined two versions of cable station. It is the examiner's opinion 
upon searching the prior art that the admitted prior art is consistent with prior art teachings for a 
cable station. In other words the prior art teaches that a cable station is a simple switching box 
and the applicant appears to be using cable station as if it is a location for storing a sophisticated 
add drop multiplexer switch which is inconsistent with prior art teachings for a cable station.. 
The examiner suggests that the applicant either delete the claims or rename the new cable station 
something else and amend the specification according to the new name without adding new 
matter. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Response to Amendment 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 12/20/05 have been folly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The examiner respectively disagrees with the applicant argument that the reference Wang fails to 
teach or suggest an interface to a first high capacity trunk for directly couphng to a type one node 
and an interface to a second high capacity trunk for directly coupling to a type two node wherein 
only a portion of those low capacity client signals destined for the type one node are groomed 
into the second high capacity trunk to the type two node 

Wang teaches: C which is a node which grooms signals from A or cHent into a high capacity 
signal per Fig 1 or per col 5 lines 33-56. C has an interface which is coupled via link CD or 
high capacity trunk and then connected through D to another high capacity trunk DF to F which 
is an edge node or type 1 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 lines 33-56. C has another interface which 
is directly coupled to a non-edge node E or type 2 node via link CE or second high capacity 
trunk. The traffic is split over the two routes which the examiner interprets as wherein only a 
portion of those low capacity client signals destined for the F or type 1 node are groomed into the 
high capacity trunk to E or type 2 node per Fig 1 or per col. 5 hues 33-56. 

Wang does not expressly call for: first high capacity trunk CF (represent by links CDF) directly 
coupling to F or type 1 node with C. 

Wang teaches: an extra node D which is between nodes C and node F (type 1 node) per Fig 1 . 
The examiner has interpreted nodes D and E as an repeater nodes or type 2 nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to delete 
node D (repeater node) between nodes C & F because the distance between C & F is short 
enough that a repeater is not required; therefore, C would be directly coupled to F or type 1 node 
via first high capacity trunk. 

The examiner finds the applicant argument relative to the examiner's objection to usage of cable 
station in claims 4, 9, & 17 repugnant to the art unpersuasive. The appHcant has admitted on the 
record that Figures 1-3 define one version of cable station and that Figures 4, 5, & 7 define a 
different version of cable station. The first version of cable station is the prior art version of 
cable station. Figures 4, 5, & 7 depict an improved version of a cable station. The appUcant is 
entitled to be their own lexicographer. In this instance the examiner believes that the objection 
of repugnant in the art is reasonable and just because the appUcant has called an apparatus a 
cable station when it is totally different fonctional capability than what is known in the art and by 
stating that one group of figures shows one version of cable station and another group of figures 
shows different version of cable station does not overcome an objection of repugnant in the art. 
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TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi*om the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to Robert W. Wilson whose telephone number is 571/272-3075. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau T. Nguyen can be reached on 571/272-3 126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed apphcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toU-freeX. 

Robert W Wilson 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2661 

RWW 
1/27/06 



